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PREFACE

Since the outbreak of World War 1I, the?Department of Defense has
been the single largest user of the nation's young male manpower resources.
The new accession groups, 17 through 20 years of age, are at a very .
critical phase in developing goals and aspirations in the educational,
occupational, and personal domains. These -young men, while not completely
at the mercy of their environment, are greatly influenced by it. Thus,
the military services, through their recruitment, selection and
classification procedures, intensive training, and control of much of the
environment, have a significant impact on the development of many vouthful
service members. The tradition of only one tour of duty for the majority
of first-termers indicates a significant impact on subsequent civilian
behavior in terms of seeking education, choosing an occupation, resolving
personal problems, and developing a productive life style, Since a large
portion of the nation's adult manpower has had some military experience, °
the role of the military in shaping many of the aspirations, goals, and :
behaviors in the larger society must be rated as considerable.

In this view, it appears that the military has an implicit (if not
an explicit) responsibility to provide opportunities for growth and
development which transcend immediate military needs and take into
account the national need for skilled, educated citizens who act

_ﬁaspénsibly toward and contribute to the society in which they live.

This report addresses only one aspect of the multi-faceted
educational programs conducted by, the military services. The General

"Educational Development (GED) program as conducted by United States

W
™
fun

ot
m

Armed Forces lnstitute (USAFI) in the past and now availabie through
departments of education had a significant impact -on the development
the high school non-graduate who entered the service.

[s)
T

B 5] . L
Military needs and the neads of society are complementary, not
incompatible. Programs in educational and carecer development can be

based on a synthesis of both sets of needs so that, in effect, developmental -

programs have a dual role of contributing both to the military mission

and to society as a whole by upgrading levels of training and education

so that the individual can be more cffective and more contributary

both in the military and the civilian sectors of society. If this can

be' accomplished, a tour or LOUrs of military duty will no longer represcent
a hiatus in the life of an individual but will be regarded as an integral
part of the continuum that constitutes his life span. As this becomes
common knowledge, military service will have a greater appeal for many
more individuals, and the military services will have access to a wider
range of talents and capabilities.

L

&



Ii

II.

ITI.

Iv.

VI.

VIII.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE OF CONTENTS
. . .
Purpose and Background . . . .+ . e o d e T e s

- ¥ .
Service Policies Toward the GED Certificate . -

The GED Program in Operation . « « « « @ .
Identification of High School Non-graduates . &
Initial Familiarization with the Program. . - -
Encouragement to Participate. . « « = « = = = =
Reasons for Taking the GED Tests. + « « & « ¢ =
Preparatory Courses . . . « e e e e e e e s

Timing of GED Test Taking « « o o = o = « = = ¢

Obtaining a State Department of Education
Certificate/Diploma. s» + « o o o » » = o © &=

Characteristics of GED Program Participants and-

CED Certificate Holders . « « « & » « & = =« = ¢

Comparison of the Performance of GED Certificate
Holders with T.eir Peers in Technical Training
SItuations, « « « o s ¢ o 4 n e e s w e s e S

Characteristics of Servicemen Aspiring to the GED
Certificate as the Highest Educational Level to
be Achieved . . . . R I

The Post Serv

ce and In-Service Comparative Utility

1
of "the GED Certificate and the High School Diploma.

Institutions of Higher Learnings. . « + « =« » =
Business and Industry . « « '« « s = = = ¢ s e s
Labor Unions. . « « =« = = = = = s = = e e s s =
Servicemen. . . s = ‘= « = = 3 = * e e e s s

13

Impact of Passing the GED Tests. « o « + o o »

Summary and Conclusions. . . s e s s w s s ow e s

Bibliography. . « « e e e e e e e e e e e

]

-
=
a
- =
T ] (R
- Ty

]
)
L]

wn

10

10

11

11
13
15
15



E

]

Q

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

£

SIMMARY OF RESEARCH FINDINGS ON THE MILITARY GENERAL
EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM : ,

b

+  T. PURPOSE AND BACKGROUND

The purpose c¢f this report is to summarize and integrate the findings
of a number of research studies on the General Educational Development
(GED) testing program. The primary emphasis is on studies dealing with
the programs witich were conducted by the military services. In a number
of cases, statements are not referenced to specific documents since they
represent a synthesis of material from several documents. A complete °
bibliography of all documents used in the study is listed at the end of

the report. o

The GED testing program is designed to provide a means throagh which
adults, both military and civilian, who have not obtained high "school
diplomas, may earn certificates or diplomas by .satisfactorily completing
the tests. The GED program was originally developed in 1942 as part of
a larger program to help World War II veterans resume their interrupted
educational and vocational opportunities. Since then, it has been extended
to the civilian community and has become the primary vehicle by which high
school non-graduates in:the Armed Forces could earn the equivalent of a
high schecol diploma. : :

Until May 31, 1974, GED tests were administered to active duty
servicemen by the United States Armed Forces Institute (USAFI)..Because
USAFI was disestablished on that date, servicemen desiring equivalency’
certificates or diplomas are now referred to official GED centers, which
also administer tests to the civilian community. In 1973, there were 2,130
such centers established by the 50 state departments of education, the
District of Golumbia, and five U.S. possessions and territories. GED .

)

tests also are administered by authorized Veterans Administration hospitals;

by state departments of education to patients and inmates in state _
institutions; by the American Council on Education’s (ACE) Office on -
Educational Credit to (a) American civilian citizens overseas and to )
foreign nationals; (b) patients and inmates at all federal health and
correctional institutioms, and’ (c) the visually handicapped; and by the
departments of educatioen in five Canadian provinces. In 1973, these
agencies administered GED tests to 440,216 ind.viduals, slightly more

than 67 percent of whom met the standards foy award of a certificate or _
a diploma., In this same time period, USAFI awarded 63,000 GED certificates
to servicemen. - . . x

The tests provide a measurement of equivalence in the areas of
English, literature, mathematics, natural science, and sogial studies.
They are intended to measure major generalizations, ideas, and.igtéllectual

LW, ]
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*skills associated with four years of high school education. Subject ,
content is secondary to the ability to comprehend, evaluate, and reason.

The Educational Testing Service (ETS) under contract to ACE develops *
. and constructs all forms of the GED tests. The tests were normed In 1944,
1955, and 1967. Equating studies were performed in 1967 and 197Q to assure
that the various forms of. the test yield equivalent scores, Since the :
five subtests vary in.item content, ;Qﬂplexizy, and number of questions,

: . standard scores rather than raw scores are used. A standard score is a -
. --méthed of assuring that a given numerical score (e.g.,-50) has the same,
, meaning on each of the subtests. Using standard scores, -a score of 50
. represents mean or average performance. - ;
The normative studies and equating projects have shown that
' approximately 80 percent of the mation’s high school seniors met (or
. exceeded) the criterion of scoring 35 on each subtest ot a total score
of 225 for all five subtests. When the criterion is changed to require
that both conditions be met, that is, a score of 35 on éach subtest and
) an aggregate score of 225, the number of-high school seniors meetiqig

] the criterion is reduced to approximately 70 percent. The less stringent
¢ of the two sets of criteria is recognized by the ACE as the national
standard. However, each department of education is invited to develop ;
. its own norms since standards of performance for high school graduation
* may ?afy from state to state. ACE recommends that tlie level be such that
no more than 80 percent of the high school seniors can- achieve it.

= '

B - ; -
_ Nine state departments of education accept the 35 or 225flevelg 34
¢ departments require 35 and 225; the remaining 18 departments have
established higher standards. USAFI awarded a.certificate of ‘completion ®
to all servicemen’who passed at the ACE recommended level. The USAFI |

’ certificate was accepted by the services as a high school diploma * .
. equivalency credential although it was officially titled ‘a GED Completion

. Ceértificate because USAFI did not have accreditation auphority. It is
worthy of note that in the civilian sector 52 of the 61 departments of
education require higher minimum scores than thdse which had been recognized
by DoD. : : .
Service Policies Toward the GED Certificate ) N i )

- ' 4 In all four services, the GED certificate is accepted in lieu of -
the-high school diploma in personnel actions which may’ require a secondary
education credential. The number of situations in which a.credential is

e actually required is relatively small although. there are a larger number
in which a credential may be taken into consideration or be of secondary
importance, Specific instances in which a credential is required include
guotas of high school graduates in recruitment, promotion to pay grades
E-6 and above in the Army, and reenlistment eligibility-in the Marine

E}
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. ; : II. THE GED PROGRAM IN

e b .
Corps. Instances where a credential may be -taken into consideration
include classification, job assignment, and, for 'services other than
Army, promotion to senior NCO. In all of these cases, the GED certificate
officially is considered the equivalent of the diploma. -

7 8 . .
3 £

7 PERATION

This section of the feport addresses several aspeatsrafnthébiiéldwzg
conduct and operation of the GED program. ’

Y

Identification of High School Nun=graduates ’ 3
E . . s
Screening of military personnel to identify and locate high school
non-graduates was accomplished by systematic procedures which varied
somewhat by 1ﬂ5t§l%§tloﬁ and, in most cases, more than one procedure
was used. The most frequzntly=used procedure was to have all newly
assigned personnel report to the education cffice during in- prC8551ng
while thk second most frequently used was to obtain computer printouts
periodically which listed high school non-graduates. The percentages of
installations using these procedures were 84 and 65  percent, respectively,
Other pracedures ‘used were having the staff of the educational office -
" screen records (46%); having the personnel office screen all records
© (32%); and ‘having the personnel section screen only records of newly
aESIEned personnel (17%). Seven percent of ‘the educational services
officers reported that Ehey had no special procedures.

Dnce high schoal non-graduates were identified, a number of different
approaches were used to contact them with some educatlan folﬁ es using
more than one approach. Seventy-one percent of the education officers
reported that ‘they requested the non-graduates’ supervisors te instruct
them togreport to the education office, and 70 percent reported using’
announcements in bulletins, newspapers, and other media. Letters wer@
sent tD individual ﬁan graduates by 56 percent Gf the @ffices, and

B . . -

5

were fgllawed by 12 percenz “of the offices.

Initial Familiarization with the Program

S e Serv;cemen fepnrfed tHat they first heard about the GED program
from a variety of sources. In a 1973 survey, respondents stated that they
had heard about, education programs frem the education officer (28%),
from supervisors (25%), and from company announcements or fellow
servicemen (25%). These findings are in contrast to those of an earlier
survey in which only 10 percent reported.that they had leafnud of the
program from the education folCLr and more than. hmlf had héard about it

=
=
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4 from _a company announcement or a friend. The differences between the two
i | sets of findings probably can be explained in part by the differences
’ | between the samples and, in part, by the changes that ocecurred in service

zgieduzagignal programs in the time 5pan that separdted the two surveys.
EThE sample for the earlier survey was drawn from people who had sepprated
! from the service while subjects in the 1973 survey were on active duty
- ‘at the time. Men who had left the service may have different memoriés of
s ~lyhat took place than those still in the service whose cxperiences are
more” recent. With respect to program changes, the Services increasingly
‘emphasized educational programs in the 1972-73 time period. Visits to a
number of educational centers during 1973 left the writer with the clear
impression that educational®services officers and their staffs were very -
. active in getting high school non-graduates into programs oriented
toward either a,high school diploma or a GED ‘certificate. Outstanding .
examples of this-activity included #n Army base where all non=-graduates
who declined to participace in a program were required to_ sign a statement
sb stating in the presence of their commanding officers, an Air Force -
bése where all non-graduates in the permanent party were enrolled in an
educational program except one E=9 who threatened to retire if he were
pressured further, and A Marine Corps base where the educational services
oﬁii;er routinely received printouts listing all non-graduates who were

th?n contacted personally by the education center staff.

"

Encouragément to.Participate

S

. -} In the 1973 survey, more than 60 percent of the reSpanden;s:said
that they had been encouraged by their supervisors to participate in the

'GED\cr some other high school program and, in response to a separate

question, almost half felt ‘hat they had been -encouraged by their ‘fellow
v satiicemen, By countrast, in the earlier survey only 35 percent reported

having received encouragement to participate. Again, the explanation for

. theldifferent findings should take into account: the differendggbetween.

the |samples and: the different” times at which the surveys were administered.

4 A : -
Réa;aﬁs for Taking the GED Tests

~ iServicemen took the GED tests imstead of Aaking courses to get a .

high: school diploma because (a) they felt they could pass the tests (28%),

- (b) they could get a GED certificate much S6oner than they could get a
high|school diploma (22%), () education office personnel suggested it
(15%), {d) they did not have time to take.courses (8%), and (e) for a |
variety of other reasons. Surprisingly=few, only four percent, said that.

P they|did not like the idea of taking courses.

li . ) M .
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Preparatory Courses

In the earlier survey, 45 percent of the respondents reported that
they had taken courses to prepare for the GED tests while in the 1973
survey only 18 percent said that they had taken such courses. No
explanation for the difference can be found in the available data. - .
Participants in courses reported in the 1973 survey said that they took: @
preparatory courses because (a) it was suggested rhat they rake them (42%),
(b) they took the courses on their own initiative (28%), or (c) they were
directed to take them (11%). Fifty-seven percent took most of their *
preparatory courses. during normal duty hours, and 76 percent took them
at their duty stations. Most servicemen (75%) felt that the courses had
been helpful in preparing for the GED tests. - .
Higher ability personnel took such cour: :s less often than ‘those
with less ability (as measured by Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT),
and high ability personnel reportedly benefited less from preparatory
courses than those with less ability. Additionally, Blacks ‘were more apt - 7
- to take preparatory courses than Whites regardless of 'the level of AFQT ’
scores, and older personnel were more likely to take preparatory YDUIEEE .

-~

than younger personnel. Also, those who tvok the GED at their own|request’
were less likely to take preparatory courses than those who took the GED
as part -of a special program. - : i \ ;
e : ) . : L ! Ll 7 |\ .
When asked how prepavratory courses could be improved; serviceomen
gave a variety of answers fith the most frequently mentioned improyement
being better classroom conditions |(13%). Twenty parcanﬁ said- that Ehere
was no need for improvement. . ba v Co . (

b e
{ T

.

2 ° i
)

Timing of GED Test Taking | i

{ . i
In the earlier survey, it was found that agprgximaéely equal |/ B
percentages of. servicemen.took: the tests within eaclr of |three time |\ -7~ -
periods-~-before, during, and after their first duty assignment with|the
percentages 33, 35, and 32, respectively_ IﬁaEhé‘1973_$drveyj these
figures changed markedly to: before, 22 percent; during, 49 percent; and
- after, 28| percent. A much larger percentage of servicemen took the tlests
T~ during their fits; duty assignments,, and considerably fewer took thepm

béfore tHeir first assignments. The reason for the change is not known.
= e ., B - i ®

r a Stéﬁg%DgparEment“gf Education Cerfifiéata/DiLlaﬁé

Servicemen may also qualify for an equivalency certificate/dipldma
from departments of education in .their home states or,:in some ®ases,| the -
state ih which they are stationed if.their scores on the GED tgsts;er
‘high enough. In the 1973 survey, 72 percent of those wlho|applied for state
certificates reported that péopl% from the education aff%qa haiieithgi

"

i
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applied for them or helped them to apply. This contrasts to- some extent
with the fact that 95 percent of the educational services officers
reported that they provided assistance with .61 percent stating that the
“ education .office staff filled out the application form for the serviceman’s
signature. Less than three-tenths of one percent of the educational services
officers reported that théy took no action with respect to obtaining state
“equivalency certificates. ﬁ ‘ o . !

. - Servicemén were also asked to describe the pfo¢edﬁfes for apﬁlying
for certificates in terms of complexity and to Teport how long it took

to ‘get certificates after they had applied., Eighty percent said that the
procedures were very or fairly simple, and 65 percent said that-they had
received the certificates.fless than three months after applying. However,
a substantial number (16%) "said thag,they‘hﬁd not yet received certificates
even though they had applied more than six months ago, ‘ .

i

- ITIT. CHARACTERISTICS OF GED PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS AND
LT GED CERTIFICATE HOLDERS ~ - -
On a DoD*wide basis, approximately 15 percent of all servicemeﬁ!were .
found to be GED certificate holders in an analysis of the 1972 Active Duty
@ Master Files. The percentages varied significantly by Service with Army ’
having the highest percentage (26%) and Air Force FhEALOWEStf(Q%); Mariue%3?>
Corps and 'Navy had 22°and 11 percent, respectively. Service differences’ ‘
. . i proportions of GED holders undoubtedly reflect differences in recruiting
« . . . -policies and’practices as they relate to requirements for a jrgh school
. diploma. However, Services also differed in the proportion of high scheol
© e .. non-gradyates who received the GED..Air Force had the highest proportiorm -
- -*(71%) and Marine Corps the lowest (56%) . Navy and Army had 63 and 57 percent,
respectively. ° . S :

,,,,,, - ) : : : oo
. ‘ . .

" When the distribution of GED certificate holders was examined by pay
grade in the file study, it was found that the relative numbers of =,
certificate holders decreased steadily from pay grades E=1.ro E=5"and
then increased significantly at. pay grades E-6 and above. This pattern

‘. . .held for all Services but Air Force which did mot show any increase after
7 “7\the .sharp drop in percentage from E-2 to E=3. T L

In a study of only Army personnel, iE‘wasyfauﬂd that high school
‘diploma holders had the highest average pay grade at separation, 4,41,
followed by DoD certificate holders, 4.31; state department certificate

holders, 4.27;. GED participants who had failed the tests, 4.13; and »

- non-graduates. who did not participate-din the- program, -4.10, These data.

~ weré eontrolled for aptitlide level (AFQT) and total active federal-
military service. The différences among groups are highly.significant

= . - statistically. : : by

; S 0 . . 5




Participants in the GED program (success in the program not Qéﬂsidered) 4
tended to be 'younger than non= braduateq who did not participate, to have
higher scores on the AFQT, to have higher educational .levels, to be
enlisted rather .han inducted, to inelude relatively higher proportions’
of Whites (in relationship to the total:Service populations), and to have
higher proportions of warried mem (again, in relationship to the total /
Service papulaticﬁs)i - o ; N 4

The average C’, regiplént (successful pafti ipant) had _a lower AFQT e
score than zhe av rage high school graduate but a higher score than the .
non-graduate, non-certificate holder. The average (median) AFQT percentlle
was 61.4 for the high school graduate, 49.7 for the GED holder, and 35.4°
" for the‘non -graduate, - :
i L
In all faur.SErvicés, the average GED recipiedt was younger when he
entered the service than was the high school graduate and the nan!géaduaté
who did not earn a GED. On a DoD-wide basis, the average age at entry
for the 'high school diploma holder was 19.35, for the non-graduate 18,53,
-and for 'the GED IEElplEﬂt 18 38. .

Thé GED holder was much more likely to be mafrled than the high
school graduate or the non-graduate who had not received a GED certlflcate.

Fifty=-six percent of -the GED holders were married as were 49 pere
tha high school- grad;ates and 41 parcent cf the non- graduaLEE.

§ome

For each service, a slgnlflcantly larger proportinn of White
n-gradiates earned a GED certificate than did Black non- graduates.
The differences in the percentages of the two groups ranged from a hlgh
-of 20 percent in Air Force and Marine Carps to a low of 15 percent in-
. Artdy. Navy had ‘a difference of 19 percent,” When AFQT was held . canstant
_ the differences between the two .groups -became smaller ‘but were still Vi
statistlgally hlgﬁlflLant , - .- S '

€ B ) . ) ‘
: = L
s

_.JIn all SEYVLCES, the proportion of high s:haol graduates in hard
skill jobs was much- higher than the proportion of GED certificate holders
who, in turn, had a higher prcport;an in hard skill jobs than did 3
non-graduates who did not have a certificate. For example, 61 percent
of the Marines in the sample had hlgh school diplom:s while 85 percent

of the Marines in hard skill jobs had diplomas. Twenty-two percent of ' -
‘the Marines®were GED halders, but only 12 percent of those in hard sklll
lobs had certificates. The non=graduate, non-certificate holder was even
1e55 well represented in hard skill jobs: 17 percent of all Mdrines were.
in this® category, but only’ four percent ‘of thosé in- hard skill jobs did
_not -have either a diploma or a ﬁertlflcate. Thls same pattern holds true”
in all fcuz Services. - e : : : -
CGLED Lgrtificate haldérs were more 11ke1y to plan to reenlist Ehan
were high school graduates and non= graduates who had not received a -

~ PR
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certificate. On a DoD-wide basis, 79 percent of the GED recipients
planned to enlist for at- least one more term while only 59 percent of
the high schbol graduates and 5C percent of the non-graduates without
certificates planned to do so, However, much of the difference among
the groups was attributable to the fact that the CED holders included

" a much smaller percentage of first termers than did the other two groups.

When first termers were removed from the sample, the percentages-planning -—
to reerlist were 86 percent for CED recipients, 77 percent for high . = ,°
school graduates, and 74 percent for non-graduate, non~-certificate

holders. First termers were much less likely to plan to reenlist (23%)

than men on their second or higher enlistment (79%) . No differences were

found among educational groups for first termers.

1V. COMPARISON OF THE PERFORMANCE OF GED EERTTFICATEVHDLDERS
WITH THEIR PEERS IN TECHNICAL TRAINING SITUATIONS

~ Im a limited study whith compared the @etfprmancéxoféGED certificate.
holders with that of their peers—in—tectnical training courses at the
U.S. Army Military Police Schbol, GED holders were slightly above

' average (.22 deciles). High school graduates were: two-tenths of a dec;la

‘higher (,42 deciles dbove average), and students who had education over
and beyond the high school diploma were much higher than either of those

groups with a class standing 1.89 deciles above average. Students_who had

"~ neither a dipiéma"néz*a‘;ertifiaateAweré,muéh‘lower than the other groups

with an average class standing one full decile below average.

' V. CHARACTERISTICS OF SERVICEMEN ASPIRING, TO THE GED CERTIFICATE

AS THE HIGHEST EDUCATIONAL LEVEL TO ‘BE ACHIEVED

, When asked to tépéft:thamhigﬁésﬁ educational level ‘they expected
to reach in their lifetime, slightly less than six percent of a group
of servicemen named the GED certificate. 0f these, 58 percent already

_hadﬁceriificates~and'ac;ordingly planned no additional credential

‘oriented activitys Men in this group differed from their peers on a
number of .characteristics. First, -they were both younger and older -
than their peers. There were proportionally more of them 18 years old
and younger and proportionally more 34 years old and older. Some of-
the other. differences were closely associated with the older age groups.

_ 1. Praﬁortionally,mafé of them were ﬁairiedsféj‘p3f§ent compared
with 57-percent for the total sample. E .
" 2. They had~mofg=dapendehts—ﬂ§ﬁ;éve:age of 2.39 compared with _
the average’of 1.59 for the total samples’ T S

= L
b
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3. They had more service experience--34 percent were :in their
third or fourth enlistment compared with 17 percent for the sample..
They also differed from their peers on characteristics which are 4
not neczssatily.assaciated with age. E!//
‘ ‘ J

e 14kT 1y £of plan : e 0 sercert
T {., " They were more-likely to” plan a service career=-50. pgrcenit

compared with 41 percent for the sample. - -
, 2. More of them were ineligible to reenlist--11 percent versus
five percent for the sample. ‘ IS
3. Fewer of them liked schogl=--22 percent versus 45 percent fori

‘the sample. : Y N : '

4, Fewer cited pérsenaigsatisfactiap as a reason for getting :
more education--12 percent versus 18 percent for the sample.

5. Feéwer believed Edgéaticn to.be important for civilian jﬁbséTSD
percent- versus 89 percent for the.-sample., C LT

: < R - . ! .
) 6.  More of them cited military promotions as a reason for further
education-=26 percent wersus 16 pexcent for the sample. o ' CTT

t s

VI. THE POST SERVICE AND ‘IN-SERVICE COMPARATIVE UTILITY OF THE.
! GED CERTIFICATE AND THE HIGH SCHOOL PIPLOMA .
7 Colleges and universities, employers, labor unions; and setvicemen
f - were asked to compare the GED zerﬁifigate with the high school diploma
-/ in a variety of ‘circufistancesy In-all but two of the compadrisons, the
/ ' high school- diploma was judged to.be the superior credential. .

3

=

/ ';flnstitﬁﬁiaﬁsrof Higher Learning
P j{. - ‘ . -

£

K Eighty-four percent of the colleges and -universitiés responding
- f to a questionnaire stated that they had educational prerequisites for
admission (the romainder had ‘open. admissions policies). Approximately
.%._ 1 ene out of four of,these indicated that a high school diploma or one of .
*.yy  the GED certificates~(State or USAFI) would qualify an applicant for- _ .
- admission with no other_educational prerequisitgg-The-percentageé )
- jrement are:

[

accepting a specified credéntial_as a sole requl

1. High" Sciool Diploma . 297 i

42, State GED Certificate 274 ; ST

' USAFI GED Certificate ~ 22%




Two-year public colleges were most inclined to accept ‘a cr
a sole/requirement for admission and four-year private colleges were
least/inelined te do so.

.. The majority of the institutions in the survey stated that a
&fedential would. make an individual eligible for consideration but that
other facfors such as test scores, high school .grade point, etc,, euntered
into the admission decision. The percentage of thesé institut ons

—— ac;ag;iﬁgvahdesignateq credential as meeting at least- one prerequisite

for admission are: o~ : e

1. High School Diploma  100% ' o

2. State GED Certificate 98
3. USAFI GED Certificate 85% . ' b

Four=-year rivate colleges were more inclined-tﬂ:accépt the GED
Certificate as wceting one of the credentials for admission than were
public colleges ‘or two-year colleges. o ) o

‘The findings are similar to those of a study by the Commission™
on Accreditation.of Service Experiences -(CASE) of the American Council
" on Education (1970). They received returns from 1,728 out of 1,900
American colleges and universities and féund that™86 percent would -
permit admission based on the GED arid another eight percent qualified
their ¢¢‘yes*®’ answer is some way. As 4in 'the previous study, it was noted
that for most schools evidence of a high school education is only one-of
several ‘qualifications needed to enter a college or university. - a
" “Nolan (1974) did an evaluation of the’ Servicemen’s Opportunity
College (SOC). As part of his study;he mailed questionnaires to 123
educational institutions in the SOC program &nd received 77 returns for a
63 percent return rate. Among the questions Nolan pursued in his study
were the admissions policies of schools toward sérxvice personnel who
passed thie GED at CASE minimums. i : )

: He found that 79 percent of the respondents said ¢¢always’’~after
. .- - the S0C went into effect compared tos51 percent before S0C went into
- effect. Only three percent of the respondents, before and after 50C,
-.reported that tlie GED'was never accepted ‘at CASE minimum levels.
. . ‘$haron (1972a,b) provides data on the responses of 4,367 CED
certificate holders from 40 cglleges and universities. Over half of
Sharon’s sample were veterans, and over one-third liad taken the GED while
in military service, “Sharon found that GED test scores correlited
signifigancly=@ith collegé and university grades. T
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The implications of Sharon’s srudies are that a number of GED
certificares holders. entel zollege, and their performance is somevwhat

predictable pased on their GED test performance.

pusiness and Tndustry ' ‘ i%%;

" Employers were agked to compare nigh schoal diploma holders and

_GED. certificate holders, both with -and without job related experiance,"

with persons who  had no- educational credentials but who had related

© pxperience. Comparisons were made in terms of hiring preference, ability

to perform on the job, promotion poienzi31; and advancement patential,
In terms of hiring preferences, the individual. with a high school
diploma and job related experience was ranked first, the one with a GED
and experience second, no credential but job related experience third,
a high school diploma and no experience fourth, and a GED and no, .
experience jast., Viewed from a slightly different aspect, if two job*
applicants both with job ‘related experience, One with a high school
diploma and onw with a GED, were compared, B :

1. Fifty-four percent would rank the diploma above the GED,
2., Thirty-one percent would rank the two equal, and
3, Fiftreen péfgent would rank‘thé GED above the diploma.

When two inexperienced’ applicants were compared,

1. TForty-eight percent would rank the diploma above. the GED
Y Thittyefeux.péﬁggﬁt wgqlﬁ pank}tbe tyg*ﬁqﬁéi;hgﬂd

. o L, & ) o -
'3, Eighteen perc¢ent would rank the GED above the diploma.
“An éppliéant with both job related experiénée:and a GED would be
ranked, N : ‘ p s E '
1.: abqvé aﬁ-apPliégné“with,gﬁly
companies, o :

i

diploma by 85 percent, of the

BT . —_

fu

2. above an applicant with only a GED by 99 percent of the companies,

and - : - o ) - . _

) "3, abgvgigﬁ applicant with only job related experience by 75 nercent

of :the gompanies., : v R ' o 1 -
. An appi;giﬁgiwiﬁh jcb;relatedﬁgxpéfigﬁcé but no eduégtianal

ctEdQnLiﬂl would be rated, : T



7

_ 1. abpve an applicant with only a diploma by 57 percent of the
companies and .

%

- sl
2. above an applicant with only a GED by 58 percent of the companies.
To summarize these findings, there is a clear preference for the
high school diploma over the GED certificate when two job applicants are
otherwise equal just as there is a preference for job related experience -
. over educational credentials when the credential holders. are inexpé:iaQ;ed
‘with respéct to the job. However, the GED certificate while subordinate™
to the diploma still has considerable utility when it is held by an -

" individual with job related experience.

i
s

Companies were asked to compare -‘‘the typical high school diploma -
_employee®’ with ‘‘the typical GED employee’’ in terms of (1) ability,

. *(2) "promotability, and (3) potential for advancement to supervisory or
.management” positions Approximately half the respondents were unwilling
or unable to rdte one above the other. Of those who did indicdte a
preference, the GED employee and the high school graduate employee were.
rated equal where ability is concerned. However, the high_school graduate

- was favered slightly over the "GED holder for promotability,” and substantially o

more comganieé-ﬁavoréd the high school graduate;féf advancement to’
,supervisory positions. - K ‘ :
s D C - i . ERr
Employers were also asked whether a GED certificate could be - o
substituted for a high school diploma when a high school education was ~
one of the requirements of the job. In almost 90 percent of the cases,

a GED certificate could be substituted for the diploma, Mining, setrvicesy™
manufacturing (nondurable goods), public utilities, and retail trade
composed  the-industries most likely ;to accept-the GED. in lieu of the _

~ high school diploma while those least likely to accept the GED included
finance and comstruction, ' = : : o

The particular jobs for which the GED is most likely to be ac;eptéd;
include: ° / R

. :Warehgﬁsémaﬁ’ ! S 96%

Hospital Orderly . . S .96
PR 'Transportation Worker, . 95" /o o
“Driver : ' '

Cook, Food Serv’'ce or 95 .
Personal Service Worker - o S

Law Enforcement, o . .9 ) e
Investigative, and ‘
Protective Jobs

e,
oy
: 3

sl



. Mechanic, Repairmaa o . 94%
& Equipnént Serviceman

Assembler, Machine Operator 94

 Craftgnon.s 91

' Construction Worker : 90

Jobs for vhich the GED is 1eastgliké1y;ta be accepted include:
- Manager ' ‘ 792' .
Forester 81

Recreation Specialist = . 83 .

- Teclhinician & Lab 83
Assistant . ' .
Salesman - - : 85"

- .00 0 Clerk

;= . . B

‘Labor Unions

-8

_ Labor unions were also surveyed to assess the acceptability of the .
‘ GEDncertificate. Forty-nine of 96 responding unions stated that neither -
" .._° _ .a high school.diploma nor a GED cerfificate was a consideration for- A
membership. Of the remaining 47. unicns, 46 accepted poth filitary and %
state-awarded CED certificates, and the remaining one accepted the state i-
certificate but not the USAFIL- certificateé.. ' : ‘ : B

. . . a o \
. . = - . & : : i 4

s ' Servicemen ST : : : S 1/{

- Servicumen were asked to compare importance of the GED certificate

" with the high school diploma for a number of:functions in both military
] and civilian life. The-military functions included promotions, assignmeiits,. _

 yreeplistment eligibility, admission' to military technical tiaining schools, .

. and predicting how much a man.tries to be a success in the military. . T
" givilian functions included getting a job, admission to vocational or ”
technicals institutes or two-year colleges, and ‘admission to colleges or
universities. For military functions, the majority of respondents rated ; -
the two eredentiabs equally important. Of those who did-rate one over '
the other, -the high scheel diploma was more often ‘rated as more important
than the GED certificate except for predicting how much a man tries to-be

'a success in'the milritary, In this iﬁstange,ﬂ15’percant thought the GED
: g * . : A : . .

‘ L 20 .
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wag more important, eight 'percent thought the diploma was more .important,
33 percent judged them equally important, 29 percent thought neither was ;
important, and the remainder did not know. For civilian functions of : .
getting-a job and getting into a college or university, the majority of " :
respondents felt that the high school diploma was the more important -

-y .

(51% and 52%), respectively, while a plurality (42%) felt the diploma
was more important for getting into vocational or ;echnical institutes
»r twosyear colleges. An analysis of the data from a survey compared the
7~ perceptions,of key NCOs (E-7 through E-9) with those of men in the lower
_»~% - ranks (E-1 throuygh E=6). Key NCOs: were much more likely than men of lower
rank to judge tha; GED -to be equal in importance to the diploma. The
comparative percentages were 66 versus-53 for promotions, 65 versus 50,
for assignments, and 70 versus 54 for technical schools. When key NCOs
did “have a preference for one credential over. the other, the high school
.~ diploma was selected by the vast majority. Key NCOs were also much less
- likely then otlierenlisted ranks to state-that neither credential '
was important. T : . S

.The majority of servicemen accurately reflected the positions of
the services in rating ‘the two credentials equal since policies in all
four sepyices.call for the CED certificate to be treated as the . R
equivalent of the high school .diploma. Hawever, it is .surprising that
in view of these policies, a substantial number of servicemen regarded -
the high school diploma as more important -than the GED certificate”.-

-

(about 18% for promotions’y assignments; and technical training). There . )
are at least two possible explandtions for 'this although an answerx, '

carnot be obtained from existing. datas (1) Tn.practice but not in policy,
“the services do favor the diploma over. the CED certificate; or (2) the '
respondents selecting the diploma may be teflecting their own generalized
Eeelings'aboué7tha two qredentials'rathérrghan reflecting sérvice

" policies. : : . -
'Inrgomparing the USAEI GED certificate with the equivalency
certificate issued by state departments of education} a majority. of

fu

servicemen (58%) perceived the two as equally important for military .

iy purposes, For civilian purpuses, many fewer (35%) men considered the two
credentials equal. In both cases, those who had a preference selected the
state educational-departinent certificate by a wide margin.

el " VII. IMPACT OF PASSING THE GED TESTS . * . -

i

< s g.zAEtaining?a_GED;;értifigate had a benefiéiaiﬁeffecqlfd% the - -
" majority of servicemeri who received one. When asked in;the"1973 survey
if their lives in the military had improved as a result of passing the
tests, 21 percent of those who had received certificates repgftéd.a”
great deal of impfcvéménc, 25 percent reported scme-impravgment,-and ;
13 percent reported a_ little improvement. However, a gignificant number T
. (41%) reported no imptovement. - : T

K
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- The total group which included servicemen who had taken and failed
the tests was asked if they knew of.-any cases where another man’s life,
military or civilian, had. improved as a result of passing the-tests.

P Fifty-two percent reported that they knew of one or more such cases.

.. When asked how life in the military differed after passiﬁg the

. tests, 35 percent who ittained certificates said that they had more .-
- .., jconfidence in their ability t& get ahead, and another 33 percent reported
that they just felt better personally. Ten percent said they got more '
respect from supervisors, fellow servicemen, OT friends. However, 22
percent said they felt no difference. ° o o

*

gervicemen who had left the service were asked in the earlier
“survey if they felt that getting a GED certificate had helped them in
the service. When considering cvarallgbenéﬁits,'éé percent reported that
it had been helpful.;Thé servicemen in this sample~ware;divided into two .
groups=-those whé had received DoD certificates and those Wwho had received -
a certificate from a state department of education which represents a ’
“higher level of achievement than the DoD gettifiﬂate;'lt is interesting,
but ung;plainéblé, that mere of those who had received state certificates .

were megative than those who had received only DoD certificates. Fifty-nine
perceat of the State certificate holders felt that the, certificare had
helped while 78 percent of the DoD certificate holders felt that it had
helped. - L . : e ' o

In this sape survey, it was found that CED certificate holders -~
‘attained a higher civilian salary ilevel than high séﬁéal,ﬂcnegraduatas
without a certificate, However, those veterans who received an officdial
state certificate were ﬁofe‘suceessfui than- those whaﬁré;aivad’ley .
the USAF.L GED certificate. Surprisingly, holders of State certificates
had higher average weekly income than did high school diploma holders.

“ It was also & und that.veterans with higher educational credentials were

o .employed in-different occupations than-those with "lower educational '

« 7 attainment, Generally, those with highét-édﬁcationél levels were more

¥ 1ljkely to be employed in professional, managerial,'téchnieal, clerical,
ssales, and service .occupations and less 1liKely to be employed in farming,

, - - fishing, forestry, processing, and miscellaneous eccupations.

i i <l .
. = : o = st

VIIL., SUMMARY AND CONCLUSTONS |
The geﬁeral conclusior resulting Ergmﬂthgrsynthesis-sf research .
f;ndings'cn the military Geéneral Educational Development Program is-‘that"
the program had .utility’ on/ both the" in=-service and post-service environments.

The GED certificate issued by the United States-Armed Forces Institute ‘
was regarded less highly than a high school diploma obtained through - =~
" cofiventional means and less highly than 2 certificate or diploma issued-~

by state departments of education on the ‘basis of CFD tests, but was

- L 3 ) - ) ; i i
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i regarded much more highly than no CfEdEﬂEial -to indicate camplecion of 7:
secondary edugatian. _ : - ‘ .

\\ In- service\ the GED ’éftlkiéate%Wésflccepted officiaﬁly as meeting
\the requirements for a secondary:education credential-in all situations’

1 which such a credektial was required. Perceptually, the majority of
ervicemen regarded a’ segcndary education credernitial as being of importance
e in miiitary personnel actiong-ant considered the  GED certificate as - '
J ‘ 1mpartant as the high school’ diploma. Howeveér, for those servicemen who
Leparted preference, the high school dlplﬂma was favored.

. \ .
4 E : 5 2

Tha utillty ‘of the GED :erﬁiflcate in the pasE ~service enviranmant
was judgéd on the basis of reports from 1nst1tutiaﬁs of higher learning,
emplgyer%\ labor 'unions, and on the perceptions of servicemen on active
-duty and. those who had. separated™ ffcm tife seryice, The certificate was
reported Lé\have wide but not unlversal acceptance by olléges and
- N universities, and by employers: the relatively small number of unions

' requiring an\iducaticnal dredential”was almost un1vafsal in accepting

the certificate in lieu of the: d;ploma.; . .o e .

GED certlg%cate ha1ders dlffered frgm their peers, h;gh_s;hQQJ L .
.diploma holders; on one hand and non-certiflcate, non-diploma’ hﬂlders on

the ather, on,aﬂhumbér of characteristics. In terms of perfarmance, they
‘were more "likely\to plan Yo reenlist for at least one more term,, they were
less likely to be\ in har. skill jobs: than high school diploma holders but )
more likely to belin those jebs than non-graduate, non-cevtificate holders;
‘they had higher pay grades at separatlan>thaﬁ non-graduates who had failed
the ‘program and non-graduates who did not" participate in .the program but- !
lower pay grades than diploma ‘holders. The relative namber of certiflcstE’ -
holders decreased. firom pay” grades E=1 to E=5 *and then, except for Air Force,

increased 51gn1fiaa1tly at- pay grades E=6 and above.'

In tetms of pe:sonal"characteristlcs- they had lower aptitudes on
L&E‘average~as ‘measured by the AFQT than diploma holders but" higher_
aptltudgs than non-étaduate/certlflcate holders; they were younger when .
.thiey éntered the service than either of their peer groups; they were- -more
likely to be married] and to ‘have more: dEpendents than either of their peer’
groups; they were less 11kely to.have liked school than- diploma holders,

éahé less’ likely to belléve fhat educsiisn was impartant

*x

The impact of atta;ning a CED certificate was reparzed to be -
‘favorable by a majority of certificate holders and was also perceived to.
be favorable bywa majority of non=certificate ‘holdets. (includ¥ng both
diploma holders and non- graduatc:) and Ly’ Edueation office personnel
The: major thrusts of the favorable impa :,wefé increased confidence in
{ - . personal Bblllty and increased feelings of general well-being, Education’
s office nersonnel ffequently perceived the major benefit to be that of
——meﬁ—_ESEhauingxa_sugEEsgful educatlonal experlence- in many cases, - for the first

timcl ‘ ) . X el T - . A . e, &
i i x - : e . o 3

Rt




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

g

-3

Finally! it is recommended that. thE impact of the diseatabllshment
of USAFI and the consequent abﬁLL Jaﬂ “of thebmilitary GED program be
studied to -answer such questions as: What are the curient and projected
requirements for secondarycdication level programs? Do diploma=oriented
programs such as PREP and thoszz offered by local cooperating school

systems and the GED programs offered by state degatt' ents of education

afford educational opportunities which equal or surp 85 Ehase afforded
in thg ‘past by ‘the military GED programs?
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